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of the moralities, legalities will take care of themselves. As a boy,
I learnt a legal maxim that where there is a conflict between
Law and Equity, the latter should prevail. It is not with me a
copy-book maxim. But I am told it is immoral to ask for the
deprivation of a pension, which is but deferred pay. Why has
Sardar Gauhar Singh been deprived of his "deferred pay55 and
why are the other pensioners threatened if they should take
part in the present agitation? Does a servant who vilifies his
employer receive pay or pension? Have Sir Michael O'Dwyer
or General Dyer ever admitted their "error of judgment"? Why
should the children of the murdered men of Jallianwala Bagh,
or the men who were brutally flogged or made to crawl, although
they had done no wrong, pay those who were responsible for
these barbarities? I do not know a single principle of ethics,
save that of might, that can justify the continuation of pen-
sions to servants who are unrepentant. The viewpoints of the
two parties are so different that what appears to be just and moral
to the one, appears unjust and immoral to the other. I venture
to claim that in asking for the stoppage of pensions, the Congress is
just without being vindictive. It waives prosecution of impeach-
ment. It waives penalties. It merely refuses still further to parti-
cipate in the wrong by continuing to give pensions. The truth
is that the Government still considers the two offenders to be
distinguished servants of the Grown. That attitude has to be
changed before a repetition of the Punjab becomes impossible.
As with the Punjab so with swaraj. It appears to the Gov-
ernment impossible to return to India what is hers. Reforms by
instalments is the motto. The underlying idea is not to give
anything unless it is absolutely necessary. The differences are so
great that I dread to think of swaraj before the Khilafat and the
Punjab wrongs are put away. They seem so simple in the state-
ment. But they are as difficult as swaraj because their redress means
obedience to India's will.
This is all cold logic. There is nothing impossible about the
demands. The impossibility consists in the unwillingness of the
power-holders to part with the power that should never have
been theirs.
Why should there be repression at all if only the Govern-
ment will do their duty? Assume that violence is a certainty if mass
civil disobedience is precipitated. Are the people to be balked
of their rights for fear of violence? It does not strike the co-
operators that they uphold injustice and add insult to it, when
they accuse civil resisters of precipitating a crisis. The Govern-